Prahlada Rao alleging theft of one gold necklace. On the basis of
the said complaint, while Prahlada Rao is amidst several guests
and relatives some of whom are also high dignitaries, police
come to his house and search the house for the stolen necklace,
and arrest the nephew of Prahlada Rao, who is residing with him.
The police arrests the nephew of Prahlada Rao in the presence of
the guests and relatives. Subsequently, the allegations of theft
made by Janardhana Rao are proved to be false. Can any
compensation be granted by the court to the nephew of Prahlada
Rao?

* Under sub-section (1) of Section 358, Cr.P.C., whenever any
person causes a police officer to arrest another person, if it
appears to the Magistrate by whom the case is heard that there
was no sufficient ground for causing such arrest, the Magistrate
may award such compensation, not exceeding one hundred
rupees to be paid by the person so causing the arrest to the
person so arrested. If the compensation so awarded cannot be
recovered, under sub-section (3) the person by whom it is
payable shall be sentenced to simple imprisonment for such
term not exceeding thirty,days as the Magistrate directs
unless such sum is sooner paid.

59. Suryanarayana and Prakasa Rao, aged 22 years and 18
years respectively were tried for the offence under Section 379,
I.P.C./or having committed the offence of theft of one gold ring,
weighing about half a tola. Both the persons went to the house
of their friend, Mahesh Babu and as Mahesh Babu was stated to
be having bath, they waited in the drawing room of the house.
While they were sitting in the drawing room they found one ring
on the table, which both of them took away and left the house
without telling anybody. Subsequently, on a complaint given by
Mahesh Babu, on investigation by Police the ring was recovered
from Suryanarayana and ultimately, both Suryanarayana and
Prakasa Rao were charge-sheeted and in the court they admitted
the offence and consequently, they were convicted for the offence
under Section 379,1.P.C. As regards the sentence, they submitted
that this was their first offence, as they were badly in need of
money for payment of hostel fees, which the hostel warden was
demanding on threat of stoppage of meals. It was only under such
circumstances, they committed the theft and so they requested
the court to let them off as first offenders. Can the court do so?
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